Richard Þradford, Execitor * 


Hump wy 2 Ap pel.; of Vi-illoughby Pond 


The Appcellanrs 


FA SE 


HE Appellant Brown brings an Action of Dcbt againſt the Reſpondent Bredford (as 
EXecutor of Wikoughby Pond) upon a Bond, dated the 16th. of November 1670, 
wherein the ſaid Pond and one Leonard Upj.ul the Elder, and Leonard Upſall the 
Younger were bound to Brown in 2001. to pay 100). and Intereſt. 


The Reſpondent Bradford brings his Bill in Chancery to be relieved againſt this Action, for that. 
he ſays, he paid the ſaid Debt to Brown, and-prays a Diſcovery thereof. 


Brown, by his Anſ wer, denies that the ſaid Bradford, or any other Pcriopever paid {jim the ſaid 
100/. due on the ſaid Bond, of the 16eh. of November 1670 ; but confelleth, that he did receive 
from Bradford 1071. 10s. In ſatisfaction of another Bond of 200/. dated the 7th, of Faly 1671 
wherein Pond and Upſall the 1:1der only were bound to Browne, for Payment of 105). and Intereſt. 
but inſiſts upon it that the Bund in 4670 was never Paid, nor has the laid Brad prov'd it was: 


But Bradford will obje## that there have been three Fexditis ag.tiuſi Brown that the Bond 7n queſtson 
1s ſatisfyed. 


That if Bradford could have proved the Bond (now Sued) was Satisfyed, he had no necd tohave 
been Plantiff in Chanceryz but, be being a Plantift there to have a Decree for this Bond to be delt- 
vered up, the Conſcience of that Court was to be ſatisfyed that this Debt is paid : and if the two 
firſt Tryals had ſatisfyed the Ghancery that this Bond was paic, then thethird Trva! had not been 
directed : But it did plainly appear, at the laſt Hearing ir Ch.mc-r) that there was two ſuch Bonds, 
and that only the Bond of the 7th. of Faly 1671 was Satisfyed, and that this Pond of 166. of As 
vembey 1670, which is the Bond in queſtion, is not Paid. ' 


Note, The Mony on the Bond of 1671 was paid in 1679, But T1: the Exccutor of p/.zl! the 
Younger, paid 9/. for Intereſt on the Bond in queſtion the : 1th. ot AVorember 1686 pro ut the Re: 
ceit proved by Terry Stargeon Which 15 above Seaven Years after the Bond in 16-1 was paid, where 
by it is manifeſt the Bond of 1670, now 1n queſtion, was unpid in 1686; ant it's nut proved jt 
has been paid {1nce, as in truth it 1s not, but (t11] remains unpaid ; anc this wiil rore fully ap- 
pear, if the Reſpondent would produce his Receit alledged jn his Bil fur the 307), 105, 


Aote, The Reſpondent, in his Bill, pretends he paid but one Bon + it then there is Evidence, 
beyond contradiction, that there are two Bonds, and but one paid, it is 0441ut Contcience that 
the Appellant ſhould deliver up the Bund in queſtion, without the Mon) Le paid, and allo Pa) 
1 6ol. Coſts beſide ; when the Reſpendent, if he could have proved the Bord Sat (ot ed (nevded no 
'0 have come into Chancery) but might have detended himtel{ at Law, 


Therefore the Appellant humbly hopes the (1 IDecroe ot b 
and the Appellant left to proceed at lim on tus faid | n:7f for BY 
tisfaction 


